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Jeanine Townsend, Acting Clerk to the Board
Executive Office -
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O.Box 100 _

. Sacramento, CA 95812-0100

NOV 30 2007

SWRCB EXECUTIVE |

Re:  Public Comment on the State Board’s Proposed Watér Ouailitv Control Plan for
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Sediment Quality Objectives

Dear Ms. Townsend:

The California Chamber of Commerce and its members, General Electric Company and
Montrose Chemical Corporation of California, hereby submit to the State Water Resources
Control Board (*State Board”) the enclosed comments and expert reports on the State Board’s
September 27, 2007 Draft Staff Report, Water Quality Control Plan for Enclosed Bays and
Estuaries and associated documents. We are also submitting under separate cover an appendix
of expert reports and supporting materials in support of these comments.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide the State Board with our comments on this
important matter. Protecting bay and estuary sediments from adverse effects caused by toxic
compounds is an important objective that we share with the State Board. The draft SQOs,
however, would appear to result in a major expansion of the bay and estuary sediments
previously considered contaminated under Chapter 5.6 of the Water Code. We are concerned
that this expansion is not justified by any degradation of sediment quality since the State Board
designated contaminated sediments in 1999. In fact, many of the toxic pollutants upon which the
proposed SQOs focus (e.g., DDT, PCBs and chlordane) are legacy compounds, for which the
concentrations have been declining for many yeats, representing improved conditions since the
State Board designated contaminated sediment “hot spots” in 1999. The apparent expansion of
the program under the proposed SQOs appears related to technical probiems with the draft
SQOs, including statistical chemistry thresholds that are not predictive of toxicity and are
exceedingly low values. .
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We are available to discuss our comments with the agency at your convenience, and look
forward to continued constructive participation with this issue.

Best regards,

Valerie Nera, Policy Advocate
Agriculture, Resources & Privacy
California Chamber of Commerce
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